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1. The response of the applicant has been read and given careful consideration. Responses 
to the arguments are presented after the first rejection to which they are directed. Rejections of 
the previous office action, not repeated below are withdrawn based upon the arguments and 
amendments. 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

It is not clear what is meant by "light that diffuse in only a direction crossing at right 
angles with said section". Does this mean both beams are incident from the same side and the 
angle between them is orthogonal to the plane of the film or is this the case where one beams is 
incident from each side ? The diffuse language is particularly confusing as no diffusion element 
is recited, (claims 4 and 13). To have diffusion, there must be a diffusion element recited. Also 
the orientation of the diffuser seems to be important. The rejection stands. 

The claims should include a recitation of the interaction of the resultant holograms upon 
replay, otherwise they fail to patentably distinguish themselves from other angularly multiplexed 
holograms, (ie the reconstruction field of view (figure 6) [0049+], moire fringe generation 
[0068], color variation with changing viewing angle [0061], etc . . .). (claims 1 and 9). 
Otherwise the claims could fail to define themselves over the prior art based upon the images 
being treated similarly to "written matter" or a mere design choice. The functionality of the 
images beyond a mere aesthetic choice of pattern or the like will also reduce the issues 
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standing in the way of patentability in terms of rendering some of the prior art less 
applicable. 

In claim 9, "reference beams with diffracted light beams" should read - - reference beams 
with object beams- - (the image is recorded by the interference of the object and reference 
beams, to form a diffraction pattern, which is visualizable using a replay beam, which is 
diffracted by the hologram). Please see [0010,0041,0042,0048] in the specification. The text "the 
diffracted light beams being created by the reference light beams" is non-sensible and should be 
deleted. In this embodiment, there is a single reference beam and the object beams are incident 
at different angles, which results in the different replay angles shown in figure 4a and 4b. 

In claim 1, "reference beams with diffracted light beams" should read - - different 
reference beams with different object beams- - (the image is recorded by the interference of the 
object and reference beams, to form a diffraction pattern, which is visualizable using a replay 
beam, which is diffracted by the hologram). Please see [0012,0041,0042,0048] in the 
specification. The text "the diffracted light beams being created by the reference light beam, and 
having mututally different angles of incidence, and" is non-sensible and should be modified to 
make it clear that the reference and object beams for each image being produced have the same 
wavelength ands angle of incidence, but the reference and object beams for different images 
have different angles of incidence. 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being fully anticipated by Davis et al. 
c 092. 

The example taught with respect to figure 1 shows angularly multiplexed holograms of 
the mirrors 16,17 and 18 with the exposure controlled through shutters 12,13,14 to modulate the 
beams 24,25,26 using the single reference beam 23. 

The reference beam is the same for each hologram and beams 24,25 and 26 have the 
same wavelength (divided from the same beam as beam 23) and each have a different angle of 
incidence. The applicant fails to appreciate that a grating is in fact a holographic mirror or plane. 
There are differences in the references, which the applicant may exploit to obviate one, but not 
the others and the examiner has cited references, which are not applied in a rejection. The 
rejections are not merely cumulative. It may be that the applicant's invention concerns the 
interaction of the two holograms and so focusing the scope of the claims to articulate this, rather 
than merely directing the claims to angularly multiplexed holograms would reduce the issues. 
The embodiments relating to claims 15 and 1 are much more likely to result in patentable subject 
matter. The rejection stands. 
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7. Claims 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being fully anticipated by Redman et 
al. '484. 

Redman et al '484 teach with respect to figure 10, the case where a single reference 
beam is applied at a constant angle and the object beams are at different angles. (5/1-17). 
The rejection stands for the reasons above without further comment. 

8. Claim 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being fully anticipated by Nishikawa 
et al. JP-1 l-024538.(machine translation attached) 

Nishikawa et al. JP-1 1-024538 teach a volume hologram with a two holograms both in 
the same holographic recording medium so that they replay at the same time including both 
planar and three dimensional information (figure 4). [0008]. The planar hologram has additional 
information for authentication, results from a desensitization of the master and may use moire' 
patterns [0008]. 

Both images are present. No other arguments are presented. 

9. Claims 9-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takabayashi 
et al. EP 1045296, in view of Nishikawa et al. JP-1 1-024538. 

Takabayashi et al. EP 1045296 teach a volume hologram with a transmission hologram 
and a reflection holograms both in the same holographic recording medium so that they are 
simultaneously replayed [0035]. . These include a planar image and a three dimensional image 
(figures 7 and 1 1). The recording a various planar images which replay at the same time is also 
disclosed with respect to figure 7. The volume hologram is a photopolymer [0024]. The use of 
multicolor recording is disclosed throughout. The planar images are formed by a desensitization 
as shown in figure 1. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify the teachings of 
Takabayashi et al. EP 1045296 by using a desensitization which results in moire fringes upon 
replay as taught by Nishikawa et al. JP-1 1-024538 with a reasonable expectation of realizing the 
increased authentication ability ascribed to this by Nishikawa et al JP-1 1-024538. 

10. Claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takabayashi 
et al. EP 1045296, in view of Nishikawa et al. JP-1 1-024538, further in view of Ueda et al. '540. 

Ueda et al. e 540 teach in example 19 a holographic recording materials with a mirrored 
backing. The first exposure is at 30 degrees, the second at 50 degrees and the third at 70 degrees. 
Due to the principles of retroreflection and the coupling of the mirror to the back of the recording 
medium, the reference and object beam angles are the same for each of the exposures, but the 
angles are different between the exposures. Therefore the fringe spacing is different for each 
exposure to form different colors. 

It would have been obvious to modify the combination of Takabayashi et al. EP 1045296 
and Nishikawa et al. JP-1 1-024538 by changing the angles between the exposures as taught by 
Ueda et al. '540 between the various exposures of the planar images to produce a multicolored 
background with a reasonable expectation of success. 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Martin J. Angebranndt whose telephone number is 571-272-1378. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday and alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark Huff can be reached on 571-272-1385. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-9 Vw 6foll-free)/ 
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